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Item R -  I (a): Performance Measures - Staff Recommendation 

~- 
Month I Month 2 Month 3 Month 4 Month 5 

' f low- $80 $90 $100 $1 I O  $120 
j L. through 

StafCrecommends no modifications be made to Staffs August 7,2002 recommendation, 
other than the following: 

1 Late and Incomplete Reports - Staff agrees with BellSouth that it should not be 
penalized at this time for "revised" and "SQM' reports and recommends that these 
penalties be removed. 

0 -3  (Percent Flow-Through Service Requests (Summary)) - Staff recommends that 
this measure maintain its transaction-based methodology with penalties of $100 per 
transaction. 

2 

Month 6 

$130 

: 0-4  (Percent Flow-Through Service Requests (Detail)) 
Replace the figures in the charts with the dollar amounts below: 

4. O-8(Reject 1nterval)and O-9(Firm Order Confirmation)- For partially mechanized 
LSRs, Staff recommends the benchmark still be reduced from 85% within I O  hours to 
90% within 7 hours, However, the following language should be deleted: "and 90 
days thereafter, (the benchmark will reduce) to 90% within 5 hours." For non- 
mechanized LSRs, the benchmark will reduce to 95% within 24 hours instead of the 
previously recommended benchmark of 90% within I O  hours 

i. 0.16 (CLEC Ordering Trouble Responses in 48 Hours) - Staff agrees with BellSouth 
that this measure is poorly defined, would be difficult to measure, and is not 
responsive to a clearly demonstrated problem. Thus, Staff recommends this meaure 
be deleted. 

P-3 (Percent Missed Installation Appointments) - Staff agrees with BellSouth that 
"ADSL (Industrial) Provided to Retail" is not the appropriate analog for Line Sharing 
and Line Splitting, Staffrecommends that the analog instead be "ADSL to Retail" in 
ordcr to provide a more nearly "apples to apples'' comparison. 

'. P-4 (Average Completion Interval & Order Completion Interval) - Staffbelieves that 
the modified version of P-4 previously recommended to the Commission will provide 
useful information in terms of evaluating the customer experience. However, Staff 
ayees with BellSouth that it could be penalized twice under the current plan ifit 
misses 0-9 and consequently misses P-4. In light of this, Staff recommends that the 
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current P-4 continue to be measured as it currently is, but that BellSouth also measure 
the modified P-4. The current measure shall be known as P-4A and the modified 
measure, P-4B. Remedies will only be due on P-4A at this time. 

%~ P-7C (Hot Cut Conversions - Percent Provisioning Troubles Within 7 Days Of A 
Completed Service Order) - Staff agrees with BellSouth that the current exclusion 
Yhould be clarified to include "CLEC Equipment Trouble". 

P-9 (Percent Provisioning Troubles Within 30 Days Of Service Order Completion) - 
Staff agrees with BellSouth that the current exclusion should be clarified to include 
"CLEC Equipment Trouble." 
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 IO^ P-  I 1 ( Service Order Accuracy) - Staff recommends that BellSouth no longer be 
required to calculate service order accuracy "using a statistically valid sample of all 
BellSouth service orders" (i.e,, mechanized, partially mechanized, and manual 
LSRs)., and instead "implement a mechanized process by which each eligible 
partially mechanized LSR would be reviewed and compared against the 
corresponding service order in calculating BellSouth's service order accuracy results". 

HellSouth also asked that the following three modification be made to P- I I : ( 1 )  That 
tields reviewed in determining service order accuracy be limited to CLEC-impacting. 
(2) That disaggregation be based on three categories of products: Resale, UNEs, and 
LINE-P. (3) That the benchmark for P-I1 be reduced from 95% to 90%. Staff agrees 
with BellSouth and recommends the Commission adopt these modifications. 

I i .  1'-15 (Premature Disconnects - Loop Port Combos) - Staff agrees with BellSouth that 
this measure is obsolete and should be eliminated from the SQM. 

17. C-2 (Collocation Average Arrangement Time) - Staff agrees with BellSouth that the 
appropriate start time for this measure is "on the date that BellSouth receives an 
accurate Bona Fide firm order accompanied by the appropriate fee." 

I 3 .  [I'M-6, CM-7, CM-8 - BellSouth states in its comments that "because there are slight 
differences in the language of Measures CM-6, CM-7, and CM-8 as proposed by the 
parties in Georgia earlier this year versus the language in the corresponding measures 
(already in place) in  Florida, BellSouth recommends that the Florida version of these 
measures be included in the Georgia SQM. Staff agrees and recommends the 
Commission adopt the language approved in Florida. 

i 4. CM-I 0 - BellSouth recommends in its comments "that Measure CM- IO, which also 
was adopted by the Florida Commission, be included in the Georgia SQM as well." 
Staffhas no objection to BellSouth's request and hereby recommends the inclusion of 
CM-IO in the SQM. Also, in a footnote, BellSouth recommends that "Consistent with 
the Florida Commission's recent decision, Measure CM-I I should be added to the 
Georgia SEEM plan as well." Staff believes this to be appropriate also and 
recommends its inclusion in the SEEM plan. 



I 5 .  Special Access Metrics - Staff recommends adoption of the measures agreed upon in 
Tennessee. 

j 6. Implementation Date - Staff agrees with BellSouth that an implementation date of 30 
days from the date of a Commission Order allows too little time for BellSouth to 
effectively implement the large number of changes involved in this Performance 
Measures Review. Thus, Staff recommends the implementation date be extended to 
YO days from the date of a Commission Order approving the revised SQM. 

I ?. ,Administrative Changes - Staff recommends approval of all Administrative Changes 
attached to BellSouth's comments as Exhibit 3, with the exception ofthe last item in  
( l ie matrix regarding analogs and benchmarks for product "roll-up'' categories. 
BellSouth shall provide as an attachment to the SQM document the product "roll-up" 
lists for the measures included under SEEM disaggregation, SEEM analogi 
benchmark, and SQM analog' benchmark. 

18. BellSouth shall tile a detailed accounting of the Tier 2 penalties due to this 
C'ommission 2 weeks after the Administrative Session vote. Staff will review this 
information and recommend to BellSouth how to proceed. 

item R- l  (b): CCP - Staff Recommendation 

See attached matrix. 



C C P  Document 
Matrix of Disagreed I t e m  

(0 =Open, still under discussloo I D  = Dissgreed) 

Item 

I 

- 
BellSouth Position CCP SUI  CLEC Position 

Seetion 

2.0 - 4” D BellSouth’s proposed language “for scheduling CLEC 
Para 21 Pnxluction Releases” negates the CLECs overall effow 111 

The CLECs’ proposed language IS designed lo ensure 
that BellSouth complies with the CCP, although only 

prioritize change q u e s t s  by eliminating any meaning for the as it relatu to Type 4 (BellSouth-initiated) Change 
prioritmtion of BellSouth initiated change requests by CLECs. Requests BellSouth’s proposed language would 

require adherence to the CCP for all Change Requests 
As was discovered by KPMG and reponed in Florida Third Party (not just Type 5s). but would clarify that BellSouth will 
Test Exception 88. BellSouth is lhe only entity that has input to implement CLEC requested features in CLEC 
and considers changes at Step 7 ofthe process that have not been Production Releases as guided by the CLECs’ 

BellSouth Language 

Staff recommends thc 50%- 50% 
capacity split for BellSouth and 
CLEC Production Releases All 
Change Requests (CRs) shall be 
submiad to the CCP before 
pnoitization (Type 2,4.5 and 6). 
BellSouth’s Production release 
would not be subject to CLEC 
prioitization. Additionally. 
BellSouth shall hire a third parry 
to ensure that the 50-SO plan and 
all the approved changes are 
implemented as ordered by the 
Commission. 

submined to the CCP as change requests for prioritization. 

These BellSouth initiated changes. which no one else is aware 
of, are originated solely by BellSouth’s internal organizations 
and cornpae directly with published change requests for release 
capacity. 

BellSouth’s unannounced devclopment and implemenlation of 
these “-t” changes has altered the prioritization assigned to 
published CRs and delayed their implementation. 

The CLECs know neither olthcir existence nor the impact they 
will have upon m m i n g  the needs of the CLECs when 
prioritization ofthe published change requests occm. 

BellSouth has confirmed that all ofthesc changes are exclusive 
lo the wholesale processes that suppolt only the CLECs and do 
not addrcss BellSouth relail proces ses. 

7 /5 /2M2 

prioritization. All Type 2,4,  S and 6 Change Requests. 
regardless of whether implemented in a CLEC or 
BellSouth Production Releases will be communicated 
to the CCP membmhip. although BellSouth’s 
Production Releases would not be subject io  CLEC 
approval, as the CLECs’ proposed language seeks to 
d o  
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CCP Doeumcnl 
M a t r l r  of Disagreed Ilems 

CLEC P m i t l w  BellSouth Position 

or vote in BellSouth's decision making. This proposal does not 
deny BellSouth the right to conduct its business as i t  sees fi t .  I t  
simplyprovides BellSouth with the opporlunily to obtain real- 
time input from i w  cutomen and lor i t s  customers to have first 
hand knowledge in a timely manner o f  changes which ofimpacl 
their business. 

This i s  a method to allow BellSouh to meet h e  expectations of 
the FCC as sd forth in the GALA Order - "We encourage 
BellSouth to continue to accommodate competitive LEC requests 
to improve thc msparency and effectiveness of i t  Change 
Control Process." M 697. 

As noted above and in Item I ,  CLECs are the only customen and 
users ofthe systems and p m e s b e i n g  discussed by BellSouth 
in  these m e t i n g .  

' 

ILEC Lmgusgc 
rype 2 CRS \nh no regulatory 
leadline shall he implemented 
v i h i n  60 weeks after 
niontization. With mutual 
ansent by participants. Type 2 
:RE may be managed using the 
:xpedited Feature Process. 

Thae are two distinct issues for this CCP Section reference. & 
first one i s  an issue with the implunentation o f  regulatory 
mandates Ihac do not have ordered implementation dates. The 
s& is an issue with the nced for "mutual consent" to initiate 
the Expediled Feature Pmcss. 

Undated Regulatory Mandates 

Mort regulatory mandates include a specific implementation date 
in the replatory body's order. If h e  regulatory order does not 
provide a specific date Ihe CLECs propose that the 60 week 

3 

'The issue in dispute wncems &.dher regulatory 
mandnts (Type 2 Change Rquesu) h a t  do not 
include a specific implementation date must he 
implemented within 60 weeks ofprioritizalion. as h e  
CLECs have requesled. or whetha BellSouth should 
have greater flexibility in implementing such Change 
Requests. LLF BellSouth's language would allow. There 
i s  limited amount ofrclcase capanty available for a 
given year. and Type 2s of this nature should be 
implemented in accordance with the expectation of the 
regulatory body thaI ordcred h e  change. BellSouth 

71512002 



CCP Document 
Matrix of Dlsngrecd items 

- 
C C P  

Section 

(0 =Open, st i l l  under dis 
CLEC Position 

interval associated with the implementation of Type 4 and Type 
5 changes in h r  pmposal be applied ns an outside limit to the 
mandated change. 

T h i s  would no1 preveni or resmcl ~mplemenfauon ol’the mandate 
before the expimiion of 60 weeks. Furlhermore. the CLECs 
supporl the expeditious implemenlation of such non-time 
specific mandates (See Item 6) 

Nor does, the CLEC’s proposal renmct BellSouth’s ability to 
seek an interval longer than 60 weeks for such changes through 
appcal to a regulatory body or through agreement for a 
“Negotiated Extended Implementalion” which is described 
below in Item 30. 

The establishment and operation of the Flow Through Task 
Force (“FTTF‘) as provided for in the January 2001 order in this 
docket is an example of an order without an implmcntation time 
period. The ordered purpose was Yo elimmate the high 
BellSouth Caused Failures and the designed manual fallout for 
elecbonically submitied LSR’s.” The order for Ihe F l T F  
however did not provide a specificdate for the implementation 
oftask force recommendations or is dissolution. 

Today. 17 months (68 weeks) afler the Order, I ofevery 5 
electronically submined CLEC LSRs still mcmntm either 
designed manual fallout or BellSouth caused failure Further, 
there are at least I5 F l T F  change requests that will not be 

4 

isioo I D  =Disagreed) 
BellSouth Position 

hould be able to implment a regulatory mandate 
vithout subjecbng such mandate lo CLEC approval or 
)nontization Such implementation may result in 
3ellSouth having to expedite h e  mandate or hawng 
nore than 60 weeks to implement 11. whlch the CLEC 
~ropt lsd languagc would no1 allnu 

h e  60 week pnontization 
iandale shall b e e n  the date o f the  
ex1 CLEC pnontizarion 

71112002 



CCP Document 
Matrix of Disagreed Items 

CLEC Position 
- 

C C P  
Section __ 

- 
i.0 - 
‘w 4 

’magrap 
I 

BellSouth Porltlon 
I 

implemented k f o r e  May of 2003.  which i s  29 months 1120 
weeks) after the Commission’s order 

Mutual Consent to Expedite 

BellSouth had previously agreed to language which stales “With 
muNd u)nsRIt by the participants, Type 2 changes may be 
managed using the Expedited Feature Process. as discussed in 
Section 4. Part 3.” The agreement was reached at the A p d  1 I ,  
2002 meeting. balloted and approved in Ballor 10. and published 
in Version 3.0 ofthe CCP Document on May I .  2002. Yet. 
BellSouth now simply states that it “cannot support” the 
language i t  previously agreed IO. 

T h e  CLECs proposal allows BellSouth to implement mandated 
requests in advance of ordered implanentation dates with the 
mutual cnnsent ofthe CLECs. Should the CLECs not a g e e  to 
the expedited implemenbtion. BellSouth would not SURR any 
harm because it could implement the change on the date ordered 
and,  meet its ordered obligation. 

A major stated and published objective of the CCP is ‘Timely ,he CLECs’ proposed language would require that BellSouth Lmguage &us the 
a n d  effective implementation of feahlre and d e f s t  change 
requests.’’ HOW~VR. the existing CCP contains no intervals or 
guidelines for the actual implementation of featurc change 
r e q u s t s  (Type4 and Type-5 Change Reques~s, and undated 
Type-2s). 

BellSouth commit unlimited rcsnurce capacity to meet 
an infinite (yet undetermined) moun t  of demand (i.e., 
numbcr ofCLEC-initiated change requests) merely 
upon the request of CLECs to implement these 
features. There are hundreds of CLECs that polenilally 
could make roquests for new features The defined 

Itaternem subJecl to available 
capcity”. 



CCP Document 
M a t h  of Dlsagrccd Items 

__ 
CCP 

Section - 
C L E C  Positloo 

submitted for a description of an associated new melric for the 
hmelyimplmenlation of feature quests . ]  

Operating in this environment has resulted in the creation of an 
on-going backlog of featwc change requests and excessively 
long implmentation intervals for the majority of requests 
implemented 

The current backlog is 65 items. 36 arc Type5 (CLEC- 
initiated). I O  are Type4 (BellSouth-initiated). and 19 are Type-2 
(Regulatory, mostly Flow Through Task Force initiated): 

5 of the requests are “New.” Under the CCP, a “new” 
request is a change request that has been received by the 
BellSouth Change Conml Manager. but has not yet been 
validated. Although the inlerval for validation under the 
CCP i s  I O  buiness days, BellSouth did not meet that 
timetable for any of Ihme. One of the requests was filed 
as long ago as December 2000. 

5 ofthe requests are “Pending.” A ‘pending” request i s  a 
change quest that has brm accepted by the BellSouth 
Change Conbol Manager and scheduled for change 
review and prioritization. One oflhese requests WBS 

submined in Apn’l 2000, and huo olhm were submitted 
more than nine months ago. 

42 of the requests are Tandidate Requests.” A 

asioo / D = Dbngreed) 
Beusouth Position 

proccsr does not limit the number ofCLECs who 
parlicipate in CCP nor does it l imit the number of 
change request any CLEC may request of BellSouth 
No company has unlimited resources, and no ILEC, to 
BellSouth’s knowledgc, i s  subject to a Change Control 
P r m  by which CLECs determine the level ofOSS 
investment that the incumbent must make. BellSouth’s 
proposed language is part o f a  comprehensive 
prioritization proposal by which: ( I )  BellSouth provides 
the estimated sizes for all features requested for 
prioritization along with the estimated amount of 
capacily available for the releases, and (ii) CLECs and 
BellSouth sham equally avnilable release capacity 
(after all scheduled defecc; are conected. a l l  regulatory 
mandates are implemented, and a l l  needed updated 
indusby standards are built). Under BellSouth’s 
proposal. CLECs have the necessary tmls  to make an  
informed decision to prioritize features and determine 
which should be deployed tirst. sffond, etc.. and can be 
assured that Change Requests will be implemented no 
later than €4 weeks from prioritization based on the 
priority assiped by the CLECs, and subject to 
available capacity. BellSouth’s comprehensive 
prioritization proposal is reasonable and h a  been 
endorsed by both KPMG and the Staf f  ofthe Florida 
Public Service Commission. 

6 
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C C P  Document 
Matrix of Dimgreed Items 

CLEC Posltioa 
__ 

CCP 
Section - 

~- 
1.0 ~ 

;P 'l 
'aragrap 

BellSoutb Porltioo 

There are only two aspecu of this language that are in 

BellSouth commit unlimited resourcts to implementing 
an unlimited number of change requests, which 
BellSouth is unwilling to do for the reasons explamed 
in Item No. 4 above. The second issue relata to 
BellSouth's proposal for sharing equally available 
release capacity by having separate CLEC Production 
Releases and BellSouth Production Rclcases. The 
CLEC Production Release would be used to implement 
those change requests that the CLECs have prioritized, 
and the BellSouth Production Release would be wed to 

, dispute. The first relates to the CLECs' desire that 

resources to meet the needs of CLECs in the Same arbi-, 
exclusionnq. and reactive manna that has resulted in the 
hackiog described above. 

The BellSouth caveats included in its proposed language. w l c h  
are: "in the CLEC Production Relcases that will occur" and 
"subject lo available capacity", are pnme examples of the key 
d i f f m m  between the CLEC's and BellSouth's OVRAI 
positions on the naturc of the CCP. 

T h e  CLECs are proposing an open, single, unified procerr for 
the timely implementation of all change requesu regardless of 
their origin based upon a jointly established prioritization. 
BellSouth's p ropod .  in contrast, establishes separate tracks for 
CLEC initiated changes and BellSouth initiated changes. 
excludes the CLECn horn any participation in the BellSouth 
track, excludes the CLECs from participation in vital porfiom 
the DTOC~SJ in the Cl tC uack. and mmes tu BellSouth the 

mplemcnt those change r e q u t ~ b  that dlc a pnorily to 
BellSouth (includtnc ( ' I  FC-inmdled chanee rmucstf) 

righi to implement change that have not been subjected to the 
process. 

T h e  CLECs pmpose an open single, unified process to 
implement feahue changes according to their priority. in a timely 
manner, and with a minimum of dele&. regardless of who 
initiated the request. The key as- of the CLEC proposal are: 

Feature changes should be implemented within 60 week 
of their prioritization. 
No BellSouth 01 CLEC initiated changes should be 

I I .  I 

The determination of  which features to implement in 
the BcllSouth Production Release should be lei? to 
BellSouth, not the CLECs. Accordingly. BellSouth w 
agrce with the CLEC language for application IO CLEC 
Production Releases and with the acknowledgement 
that implementation is sub im to available cavaciw. 
BellSouth's proposed language includes these two 
phrases. 

BellSouth Language minus the 
statement" subject to available 
rapacily". 

9 
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CCP Document 
Matrix of Disagreed Items 

(0 = Open, still under dia  
C L E C  Paitioa 

BellSouth has used unilateral expedited treaunent of feature 
:hange requests i t  initiates Io suppon ~ t s  own regulatory agenda 
a t  both the state and federal level to bolster its 271 case and to 
respond to negative findings finm third pMy OSS testing. These 
ENotis have negatively impacted and delayed other pending 
change requests. 

The existing CCP conrains no intervals or guidelines for the 
actual implmmtation of feature change requests (Type4 and 
Type-5 Change Requests. and undated Type-2s). This is in 
violation of the pllrpone ofthe CCP: "Timely and effective 
implmentation of f w e  change request. 

Operating in this environment has resulted in the creation of an 
on-going backlog of featurc change requests and excessively 
long implmmtation intervals for the majority of requests 
implemented. 

See Itm 4 above for the full details of the CLECs' support for 
their proposed language. 

ision / D = D i s a ~ e e d )  
k U S o u t b  Position 

h s  is the same issue in dispute for ltm No. 4, except 
hat this issue relata to BellSouth-initiated Change 
<quests  (Type 4s) rather than CLEC-initiated Change 
Zequests (Type 5s). However. BellSouth's position is 
he sme, namely that BellSouth should not be requirei 
o commit unlimited rsOurCe capacity to implement 
:very BellSouth-initiated Change Request within 60 
weeks simply because the CLECs have prioritized suct 
q u e s t s .  No ~ m p a n y  has unlimited resources, and na 
ILEC. to  BellSouth's knowledge. is subject lo a 
Change Contml Process by which CLECs determine 
he level of OSS investment lhat the incumbent must 
make. BellSouth's proposed language is pan ofa  
mprehens ive  prioritization proposal by which: (i) 
BellSouth provides the estimated sizes for all features 
requested for prioritization along with the estimated 
amount of capacity available for the releases; and (ii) 
CLECs and BellSouth share equally available release 
capacity (afier all scheduled defects am carrected. all 
regulatory mandates are implemented, and all necded 

:LEC Language 



CCP h u r n e n t  
Matri. o f  D i s m g d  h e n u  

iul 
Y 

CLEC Poiition kUSoutb Positbn 

I 

S t d l  Rmrnrncnd.lion 

I 

available capacity” are pnme examples of  the key diffcreoos 
bewm the CLEC’s and BellSouth’s overall positions on the 
nature ofthe CCP. 

See Item 4 above for the full details of  the CLECs’ support for 
their  proposed language. 

D 
IS 

T h e  BellSouth caveall included in their proposed language ”in 
t h e  CLEC Production R e l m e s  that will ocnd‘ and “mbied to 

resources to implementing an unlimited number of 
change requests. which BellSouth is unwilling 10 do for 
the reasons explained in Item No. 4 above. The second 
issue relates to BellSouth’s proposal for sharing 
cqually available r e l eae  capacity by having separate 
CLEC Production Releases and BellSouth Production 
Releases. The CLEC Production Release would be 
used to implement those change requests that the 
CLECs have prioritized. and the BellSoutb Production 
Release would be used to implement those change 
rcqusls that me a priority lo BellSouth (including 
CLEC-initiated change requffts). The determination of 

7 I5 I2  00 2 



C C P  Document 
Matrix o f  Disagreed I t e m  

(0 = O p n ,  s t i l l  under dir, 
CLEC Position 

- 

BellSouth has elected to address Section 3.0 ~ Type 6 i n  two 
separate line entries, Item 8% and Item 9. The CLECs’ 
aments are all included in Item 9. 

srion / D = Disagreed) 
BellSouth Position 

which features to implement in the BellSouth 
Reduction Releare should be left to BellSouth. not the 
CLECs. Accordingly. BellSouth can agrce wth thc 
CLEC language for application IO CLEC Production 
Releasm and with the acknowledgement that 
implementation IS subiect to available caoacity 
BellSouth’s proposed language includes these two 

BellSouth hns proposed language to clarify the 
definition of a CLEC impacting defect (Type 6 Change 
Requat). Such clarification is necessary to recognize 
the two different ways in which s o h a r e  ermn can 
arise and would allow BellSouth to shonen the 
intervals applicable to corrsting m e  software defects. 
There are two ways that defecu can be introduced in 
software: errors that are made when designing and 
subsequently d i n g  the sohare  and mors  made 
because of an oversight in documenting the 
functionality that should be created. T’he current 
definition for a Type 6 - CLEC Impacting Defect doer 
not distinguish betwcen a coding error versus an 
ovasight in documenting the hct ional i ty  to be 
designed. Based on the current CCP defect definitions, 
a defect is crated when the system does not perform as 
expected regardless of whether the behavior was 
inboduccd because of a coding ermr or because of 
inmmplete requirements. When changes are introduced 
to the system. the change is documented in business 

phrases. 
Type 6 Defect definition stays the 
same. BellSouth shall track t h s e  
defects to determine how 
bquently Type 6 Change 
Rquejrs arc a result of  non- 
d i n g  mors 

Thhc Defect Correction intervals 
are as follows: 

Medium Impaci: 30 Business 
days. 
Low Impact: 45 Business 
days. 

14 
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C C P  Document 
Malrh of D i r m g d  Items 

S”, “. CLEC Poaltion 
isioa I D = Dimweed) 

&USoutb Position 

ules that are developed to descibe the change. user 
.equiments that reflect how the systems should be 
:hanged to implement the revised business rules. and 
;ystems requirements that reflect the acnral s o h a r e  
:hang= that will be made to satisfy the request. This 
imes ofdDcumentatian is used to test and validate 
;oftware changes. If the system is determined to not 
ie working as these requirements were m n e n ,  it is 
mnsidered a defect. In this CBY. the developx has n 
’road map” (i.e.. these documented requirements) that 
ip la ins  how the software is supposed to behave and 
what should be done to corned the defect. The defect 
is then a s s i g d  a severity level that reflects the impact 
lo the hcrionali ty and that d e t m i n e s  how soon the 
defcct should be corrected. 

When the system is not working because of an 
ovmi&t in developing requirements or business roles, 
the developen do not have a ‘road map’ that indicnles 
how the sohare  should behave or what changes 
should be made to correct the problem. In this case, the 
functionality was developed, tared and implmented 
as intended by 111 the documentation (i.e., business 
rules, Usalsystem requirements) but the functionality 
(change requst)  does not work as intended or may not 
worlr m well as it should. To correct this type of defect 
involves adding new functionality. which requires 
developing new business rules, user requirements, and 

I5 
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Matrir of Disagreed I t e m  

(0 =Open, s r i l l  under disc 
CLEC Position 

BellSouth has elected to add- Section 3.0 ~ Type 6 in two 
separate line enrries. Item 8 4  and Item 9. The CLECs’ 
comments arc all included in Item 9. 

There are two distinct issues a1 this CCP Section reference. 
First. BellSouth has an issue with the definition of  a defect thal 
did not previously exist. 
implanentation intmal  for medium and low impact defects that 
BellSouth now ties to the first issue. 

is the issue of the 

Defect Dellnition 
(paw 25) 

I n  its second update of its “green-line” language submined 10 the 
CLECs on 6/28/02, BellSouth has separated out the last Scntence 
of the Opening paragraph, which was not previously in dispute 
between the CLEO and BellSouth. and provides a “BST New 

ssion / D - Disagreed) 
BeUSoulb Position 

iystem requirements. all ofwhich must be defined and 
mlidated before s o h a r e  changes can be made. 
%eveloping this additional functionality IS a new 
‘eature (or change request) and should be handled 
scwrdingly. 

The current definition of a Typc 6 Change Request 
moneously includes an oversight in documenting 
Functionality BellSouth’s pmposcd language cianfies 
his  definition to include only me s o h a r e  defects. 
BellSouth and the CLECs have agreed that “high 
impact” software deleas (i.e., those that impair critical 
y t r m  functions and no elcckonic workaround 
solution exists) should be corrected within ten ( io)  
business days. The disagreanent on this issue 
concerns the timeframe for wrrecting‘hedium 
impact” and “low impact” s o h a r e  defects. “Medium 
impact” software defects are defined as an imparment 
of a critical system function, although a workaround 
solution docr exin. The current timeframe for 
c o m i n g  ‘medium impact” software defects is ninety 
(90) business days, which war established lo comply 
with an order entered by die Florida Public Service 
Commission lm year in an arbihation initiated by 
ATBrT. Docket No. 00073 I -TP. Order No. PSC-OI- 
1402-FOF-TP. Even though the current timeframe for 
correcting ‘medium impact” s o h a r e  defects IS Ihe 
direct r s u l t  of a state commission order, BellSouth is 

Same as Item 8a 
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CLEC Paition 
~ 

C C P  
Section 

EIeIISoutb Posltlon 

Proposal for this paragraph.” 
- 

It IS not the purpose of this filing (0 create new issues. The 
language BellSouth now seeks u, replace was not addressed by 
BellSouth in its February I Sh filing. or any o f the  workshops 
held during March, April or May. or even included i n  
BellSouth’s first specific updaie to this filing delivered to Ihe 
CLECs on 6/24/02. As a matter of p d u r e  The Commission 
should refuse to consider this particular language. 

willing to reduce this interval to forty-five (45) 
business days, subject to approval of thc new BellSoutt 
language to clarify a Type 6 Change Request as a m e  
soflware defect. F o q - f i v e  (45)  days i s  a reasonable 
amount of  time to correcl a defcct that has an 
sccepiabie workaround This interval allows 
consideration of the defect prioriiy to other fcaiures 
that may be in development and vying far ~CSOUTCS 
and enables the defect to be implemented within the 
release schedule presented LO the CCP members. It 

To the extent the Commission doer consider this proposd, the 
C L t C s  offer the following comments. First, the language 
BellSouth is e k i n g  to change has been the CCP definition lor 
defects since inception of the p’ocss. Second, the entire 
purpose of the  existing language is specifically to  include the 
conditions BellSouth ciles in its ‘hew proposal” within the scope 
ofdefeas .  BellSouth *‘new proposal” has no merit and is clearly 
an attempt by BellSouth to taLe advantage o f the  Commission’s 
participation in resolnng these changes to the CCP. 

Delect Correelmn Intervals 
@ w e  26) 

BellSouth’s rmmmended alternative language here calls for the 
COrreFtion of medium impact defects in 45 business  day^ (or next 
available maintenance release) and low impact defects in 60 
business days. Further, in a M u p d a t e  to its green-line 
language delivered to the CLECs on July I ,  2002. BellSouth 

also wwld  allow.BellSouth to meet the CLECs’ 
q u e s t  that Typc 6 defects be corrected in maintenance 
releases whenever possible thereby not affecting the 
production releases and their corresponding capacity 
Maintenance Releases are normally scheduled MY 
month that a production or industry release is not 
scheduled, and establishing a forty-five (45) business 
day interval should allow BellSouth to accommodate 
the CLECs’ request 

With respect 10 “low impact” software defects, which 
are defined as failures causing inconvenience or 
annoyance, the current t i m e h e  for correcting is 
‘%est effort.” Because “low impact” software defects 
have no immediate a d v a x  impact to the usen, 
correcting such defects does not and should not take a 
high priority in implementation, particularly when 
compared to other Change Requests. Nevertheless. 

71512002 
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Matrix of Dlaagrccd I tcm 

(0 = Open, still under disl 
CLEC Paition 

slated that iu 45 and 60 day offers were contingent upon 
acceptance of itx new proposed definition discussed immediately 
above. The CLEC’S propose 20 business days and 30 business 
days respectively for lhese same intervals 

BellSouth’s selection of 45 days and 60 days I S  tolally arbitrary 
and unacceptable. Until i t  forwarded its sewnd update to its 
green-line language to the CLECs on 6/28\02 BellSouth’s 
position was that the appropriate inlervals were 90 and 120 days. 
While the reduction in intervals appears significant it is 
inadeqllsre based upon the facts ofBellSouth’s capabilities and 
the needs of the CLECs. 

I t  IS not nnessary (or dairable) to wait for a release in order to 
implement a defect correction. BellSouth has repeatedly 
implemented defect wrrenions outside any formal release. For 
example. most -fly, BellSouth c o r n e d  I 2  of I7 sotbare 
defects arising from the implementation of Release 10.5 on 
various dates between 6/3/02 and 6/16/02. At lm five of these 
were classified as medium impact. Thus the CLEC’s 20 business 
day interval for medium impact defects is obtainable and 
reasonable and any requirement to wait for a release 
UNleceSrary. 

BellSouth’s performance in its volunlary correction of the 
majority of the ‘low impact” defeds associated with thc 
implementation of Parsed CUSlOmR S R n a  R m r d s  within 24 

days demonswtes that the CLECs’ proposed 30 

I 8  

ision I D = D h n g r d )  
&USourh Posltioa 

BellSouth is willing to cnmmit to correcting ”low 
impact” sohare defects within sixty (60) business 
jays. subject IO approval of the new BellSouth 
language to clarify a Type 6 Changc Request as a true 
r o h a r e  defect Sixty (60) business days I S  a 
reasonable amount of lime to wrrect a defect thar does 
not detrimentally affect performance or stability or 
shewise  adversely impact a CLEC. 

BellSouth has proposed these reduced intervals in order 
lo address the CLECs’ request that software defects be 
corrected in a shorter period of time. BellSouth can 
only accommodate this request ifthe definition of a 
Type 6 Change Request is clarified to include only true 
software defects. as BellSouth has proposed in Item 
No. 8a Absent h i s  clarification, errors in 
documenting funclionality are c o n s i d d  a Type 6 
Change Request, which requires work analogous to 
adding a new feature to fix and which cannot be 
accomplished in a shorter amount of time. 

. 
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Mal& of Disagreed Items 

- 
C C P  

section - 

__ 
4.0 - 
Pan I - 
Step 2 
Outputs 

~ 

4.0 - 
P a n 2 -  
Step 4, 
Act 115 
(BCCM) 

(0 = Open, still ooder disc 
CLEC Paitioa 9.1 

.I 
P.8. I 

busincsr day interval is alsu ubitrinablr and reasonable. 

[See also the CLEC Coalition Cornmcnts being separately 
submitted for a desmption of recommended changes to the 
meuics asociated with the timclyimplementation of defect 

The conhmts b e e n  the CLEC and BellSouth’s propored 
language here and in several of Ihc aswia ted  items discused 
below me prime examples of the key differen- between the 
CLEC’s and BellSouth’s overall positions on the sharing of lhis 

isioo I D = Disagreed) 
BellSouth Position 

rhis issue is still under discussion by BellSouth and the 
ZLECs. 

BellSouth is wmmined to providing complete and 
timely information to assist the CLECs in their 
prioritization efforts and agrees with much ofthe 
CLECs’ proposed language. The CLECs earlier this 
year agreed 10 a p m c s s  (conlained in Appendix H) by 
which BellSouth provides the feature sizing for the 
Type 4 and Type 5 Change Requests that are 
candidates for pnorihzation. Once the CLECE have 
prioritized the features. BellSouth provides a 12-monlh 
view of features scheduled, implemented or planned. 
This i s  commonly called the Flagship Feature Release 
Schedule and is discussed in each CCP Monthly Slatus 
Meeting. Although BellSouth is agreeable to most of 
the CLECs’ proposed language, BellSouth cannot 
agree to the language that purports to require BellSouth 

CLEC Language. 
BellSouth shall the Revised 
Form I -A tilled “Rcporting Pre- 
Release Estimated Capacity 
ForecaslingRised for Capacity 
Planning Only. (Attached) 
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